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The Week of Prayer for Christian Unity, in which “all who 
believe in the Godhead of Christ, and believe that it 1s His will 
that His followers should be one "’ are invited to co-operate, will 
be observed, as for many years past, from January. 18th to 25th. 
It is an opportunity for each of us to take an active part in further- 
ing the cause of Christian unity, an opportunity to. which. all 
Christians, of whatever tradition they may be, “are called, in 
full loyalty to their belief and without compromise of principle, 
to make their prayer in union with the praying Christ, not accor- 
ding to our limitations, but as He wills, and because He wills ”’ 

Literature has been prepared to assist in the observance of the 
Week and may be obtained from the Council for the Week of © 
Prayer for Christian Unity, 6 Hyde Park Gate, London, S.W., 7. 
Other literature, prepared for those who are in agreement with 
the dogmatic position of the Church Unity Octave Council, may 
be had from the Hon. Secretary, C U.O.C., Egdean, near Fittle- 
worth, Pulborough, Sussex. In both cases applications for— 
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literature should be accompanied by a contribution-tewards the 
heavy costs of printing and postage. 
Meetings of supporters of prayer for unity will be held in 
London and other centres during the Week. The meeting in 
London wili take place 6n Monday, January roth, at 6.30 p.m., 
in the Seymour Hall, St. Marylebone. Supporters may obtain 
free tickets for themselves and friends by post from the 
C.W.P.C.U., 6 Hyde Park Gate, S.W. 7, by sending a stamped 
addressed env ape and stating that they are in sympathy with 
the object of the meeting. Tickets for front seats may be had for 
2/- each. There will be a tea buffet from 5.30 p.m. The Bishop 
of Dorchester, the Rt, Rev. Kenneth Riches, will be in the chair, —. 
and the speakers will be the Very Rev. IF. M. Galdau (Orthodox), 
the Rev. Fr. Francis J. Ripley (Roman Catholic), and the Rev. 
J. M. Todd (Congregational). 


* * * * 

“ Anglicans and Presbyterians ” is the title of an examination 
of the Joint Report on “ Relations between. the Church of 
England and the Church of Scotland’, prepared by the Theo- 
logical Committee of the Church U nion and published by the 
Church Literature Association, 6 Hyde Park Gate, S.W. 7, from 
whom it can be obtained: for 1/- plus postage. 

The pamphlet opens with a short summary of the history of the 
conversations between Anglicans and Scottish Presbyterians from 
1920 onwards, and of the proceedings arising from their Reports 
both in the Convocations of Canterbury and York and in the 
General Assembly of the Church of Scotland. A criticism of the 
latest Report then points out ft only some errors in its “ facts "’ 
but also certain differences of doctrine and practice between 
Anglicans and Presbyterians which are of no little importance 
and cannot rightly be slurred over or disregarded. The rejection 
by the Scottish Episcopal Church-of a proposal to relax to some 
extent its regulations for the admission of non-episcopalian 
ministers to its pulpits is next recorded, and this rejection is 
surely -significant of what Scottish: Churchmen think of the 
proposals of the Joint Report. | 

‘Synodical discussion and amendment of the Report by the 
Convocations of Canterbury and York, as these 8 ed have so 
far dealt with it, is then discussed, and the pamphlet concludes 
with a summary which expresses the “‘ conviction that any such 
action as the Joint Committee recommends . . .. would not only 
be inconsistent with Church principles but would inevitably, and 
indéed logically, lead to a series of further relaxations of 
Church discipline’. With that*®conviction we are in full agree- 
ment, and we commend the study of this pamphlet to our 
readers. 
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INTERCOMMUNION 


— 


Pursuing our thought about C hurch Membe «ship (Faith and 
Unity, November, 1952), we come to that continuance in the Holy 
Fellow ship which is effected by Communion. To be a member of 
Christ is to be a member of His Church; and every member who 
does not “lapse ’’ becomes a communicant. The Sacrament 
which unites us to Christ and grafts us into the True Vine needs 
for its fulfilment this continuance, or abiding, through the ether 
great Sacrament, lest the branches are cut off arfd withered. We 
have already considered the danger of segregating Baptism from 
the whole communivant life. 

The word * communion’ does of course possess, in itself, a 
meaning other than its liturgical and theological sense. But in 
its Christian context, it has come to be used just as definitely as, 


for instance, the word ** Bible’’, which means not just a book 


but the Book. This de ‘finite use has grown up-from St. Paul’s 
famous declaration: “‘ the cup of blessing which we bless, is it not 
the communion of the blood of CKrist?) The bread which we break, 

is it not the communion of the body of Christ? for we, the many, 

are one bread, one body; for we are all partakers ‘of the one 
bread.”” And, although it is true that this word is used with special 
frequency in Anglican it is used and understood 
widely in all parts of the Catholic Church.* 

‘ always, in common usage, expresses the 
restored sacramental union of which St. Paul writes when he calls 
us “one bread, one body’, the context just quoted, Its not 
a word to be proud of. The Interpenctration or co-inherence 
between members of the Body “in Christ-”’ is e xpressed by the 
word communion” itself. When the prefix “inter”, which 
ought to be reduridant, is found necessary, it is evidence of man’s 
sin, which has caused division in Christendom. In our present 
condition, it is a necessary word, but we should be wrong to glory 
in it. It is, in its accepted meaning, a sacramental word;—and 
it would cause the utmost confusion in discussions, and in the 
mind of the general reader, if it began to be given a non-sacra- 
mental sense; while the attempt to face the fa¢ts of which itis 
evidence (as when we say that we have not yet intercommunicn 
with some body of Christians) would have failed. 

We must, therefore, be thankful that, speaking in Convocation, 
the Archbishop withdrew (albeit reluctantly) his personal defini- 
tion of the word. He did so because the Lund C onference had 
defined it in its commonly accepted sense. It was not that Lund 
gave it a meaning which it had not acquired before, but that the 
ordinary meaning was there explicitly recognized. 


* In a phrase like “ Anglican Communion” we ought to mean the 
entire body of Anglican communicants. 
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We ought to try to understand what is in the Archbishop's 


_ mind. Let us consider the reason for the reluctance with which he_ 


gave up his own definitions of ‘“‘intercommunion”’, He is not 
happy that a “ spacious ’’ word “ should be confined to one Single 
relationship, important and even crucially important as it may be, 
in the whole series of possible relations’’. The difficulty here, 
as in the baptismal argument, is that sacramental and non- 
sacramental relationships.are confused. It was with a sacra- 
mental relationship that he began—the one created by Baptism. 
This was not merely a single relationship between Christians; it 
was the relationship, sacramentally. So its continuance in the 
communicant life is not merely a single relationship; it is the 
relationship; the one essential (not merely important) relation- 
ship, if we are still speaking sacramentally. Apart from Com- 
munion, the relationship effected by Baptism is stultified; 
unfulfilled. We can do nothing with it until it is renewed. For 
it is, apart from that renewal, impossible to preserve the relation- 
ship begun in Baptism, in any but an extremely mystical, invisible, 
or potential sense. But in * Church relations ’’, Dr. Fisher was 
considering ways which are not only mystical, but external also. 
Intercommunion can never be a right beginning of such relations, 
nor part of a process of reunion; it must always be the end in 
view and nothing less. One reason why acts of open communion 
do harm to the cause of unity is that they make the supreme end 
into a comparatively small matter, to be had in passing. What 
is there left to seek? Intercommunion is the fulfilment of the 
whole quest, Once that goal is achieved, the tiresome prefix 

‘inter’ will go; we shall have simply Communion. 

Again, the accepted sense of restored sacramental union which 
is given to “ intercommunion ”, far from restricting it, raises it 
far above any lesser meaning it ‘could be made to bear. To call 
“it a “* spacious "’ word is to praise it—but for what? Is it only 
to be accounted spacious if it denotes a number of man-made 
methods by which Christians may share religious things, while 
not necessarily embracing the method given us by Christ Himself? 
To make “ intercommunion”’ mean (as we do) the restoration 
of St. Paul's description of unity (“ we the many are one bread, 
one body, because we are all partakers *’) is to raise it far above 
its earthly sense and give it a content which is heavenly also. 
For participation in the Holy Sacrament of Christ’s Body and 
Blood is something created, designed, and given by our Lord 
Himself; having behind it His pet and authority; and it 
is thus not merely “a single relationship”’, but the relationship 
par excellence betwixt Christ and His Church. 

It sometimes happens that two synonymous words: come to be 
used in different senses. This is true of ‘“ communion”’ and 
‘fellowship ’’’. Although they:mean almost the same, “ fellow- 


“ship” is not a definitely sacramental word! It can thus’ be used 
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of those lesser sharings between Christians of which the Arch- 


__ bishop speaks; and it is surely one he might happily use when 


he means “inter-sharing in non-sacramental ways ’’—to coin 
a cumbersome phrase of our own. There may be differences of 
opinion amongst Catholics as to legitimate methods of such 
fellowship. Already there is fellowship in the field of morals; and 
a bold liturgical experiment goes on in the meetings of the Fellow- 
ship of St. Alban and St. Sergius. There are other possibilities, 
still almost unexplored, in the silent fellowship of prayer, safe- 
guarded from quietism by an opening prayer said by all together. 
Whatever acts of fellow ship are proper between separated 
Christians, it is evident that intercommunion is not one of them; 
and this may well be the truth which the Archbishop perceives 
when he uses his illustration of a ladder. ‘ Climax ’’ is derived 
from the Greek word for a ladder; and it is not without signifi- 
cance that the topmost part—the place reached by the ladder— 
is now the meaning of climax. The ladder is no more than a way 
to somewhere else; and it is of no use to us apart from two things 
First, we must have firm ground on which to plant it; and then, 
we who climb it must know what place we desire to reach. It will 
not help if each looks for a different climax; and it would appear 
that the primary task is to discover the firm ground of a real 
agreement, and to have some clear idea of oo Bs re we are going, 
before we set up our ladder. H. G. BLoMFIELD. 


Church Membership. With reference to the statement made — 
(page 122) in the article, ** Church Membership ’’, in our November __ 
issue, that “it is possible to be a member of a local Methodist .- 
church while remaining unbaptized ’’, a correspondent has drawn 
‘ our attention to the following passages in a statement on Holy 
Baptism adopted by the Methodist Conference last July:— 

‘Every member of the Methodist Church is under a solemn 
obligation to submit in penitence and faith to the ordinance of 
Christian baptism, .if for any reason he has not been baptized, 
and to bring his children to be baptized.’’ 

Again, “ Baptism is an obligation resting upon everyone 
desiring to be a member of the Methodist Church. ... If they 
were not baptized as infants, it should be expected that they 
present themselves for the service of Baptism . . . before being 
received into Church Membership ”’. 

The first quotation surely bears out Fr. Blomfield’s point that 
‘* membership "’ can precede Baptism, which then becomes a sub- 
sequent “‘ obligation ’’. There is nothing to suggest that, if the 
obligation is not accepted, the *‘ membership ’’ cannot continue. 
And even in the second, “it should be expected’ only that 
aspirants present themselves for Baptism : it is not required as 
the necessary means whereby membership. of the Church is 


effected. 
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CHURCH UNION CEYLON 

“At the October meeting of the Colombo Diocesan Council a 
petition was presented to the Bishop on behalf of those clergy 
who for conscientious reasons are unable to accept the proposed 
Scheme of Union but for whom no provision is made to enable 
them to remain members of the Anglican Communion and to 
fulfil therein their vocation as priests. They could, they said, 
“only serve in a Church that preserves its identity while accom- 
plishing union with non-Anglican bodies “, whereas the Church 
of Lanka proposed in the present Scheme “ destroys that 
identity as the Derby Report asserted explicitly The 
petition received fifty signatures out of a possible total of eighty- 


nine. 
Proposed amendments to the Scheme were discussed by the 


Council “and finally the following resolution was passed nemine 
contradicente:— 

* We, the Bishop, clergy and laity of the Diocesan Council of 
the Diocese of Colombo, feel constrained by the Christian charity 
which already binds us to those at present separated from us and 
with whom we are now seeking to join in one corporate fellowship 
in a united Church of Lanka, to stafe more’ fully than is possible 
in a formal amendment to the Scheme of Church Union our 
attitude towards the unification of the ministries of the negotiating 
churches, 

“We acknowledge with thanksgiving the provisions of the 
_Scheme for an episcopate which will be truly in the line of the 

historic succession, and which will be as widely recognized and 
accepted as is the episcopate of the Anglican Communion to-day. 
£: We recall the Appeal to all Christian people made by the 
Lambeth Conference in 1920 in which the Anglican Bishops made 
the offer that the clergy of the Anglican Church would accept 
from the authorities of other Communions such commission or 
recognition as would commend their ministry to such congrega- 
tions; and in which they expressed the hope that the ministers 
of such other Communions would accept in return a commission 
from the Anglican Church-through episcopal ordination. - ¥ 

“ We believe that_the Anglican Communion possesses ‘icieiade 
the Mercy of God as part of the precious heritage of Christian 
Faith and Order entrusted to it, the Christian Priesthood as under- 
stood and exercised in the Church from the earliest times. This:it 
desires to share in full with all other Christians to whom it may be 
united. We desire to communicate this divine gift to you as part 
of the inheritance we should bring into a united church. We also 
believe that the non-episcopal ministries have treasured elements 
in their heritage which we desire to share within the life of a united 


Church, and receive from you. : 
° (Concluded at foot of page 143.) 
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THE BISHOPS AND NONCONFORMIST 
~~~ PREACHERS 


In face of the’ growing practice of Nonconformist ministers 
being asked on every conceivable occasion to preach in Anglican 
cathedrals and churches, it seems worth while to recall what it is 
for which the Convocations have in fact given permission. 

In 1943 both Houses of the Convocation of Canterbury passed 
resolutions which allowed a bishop to give permission for a 
minister of a non-episcopal communion to occupy the pulpit in 
an Anglican church at a service other than Holy Communion 
in certain clearly defined circumstances. We may wish, probably 
most of us do, that these resolutions had not been passed: but 
in fact they were, and, however clear we may be in our own minds 
that nothing would induce us to allow a Nonconformist to occupy 
the pulpit in our own church, we cannot complain if bishops make 
use of the resolutions—-so long as they abide by them. 

But it is just this that they do not do. In the first place 
permission is to be “ exceptional ’’ and is only to be given in 
certain circumstances, and there are far too many instances of 
permission being given where in fact these circumstances do . 
exist. Secondly, and much more important, the resolutions lay 


(Concluded from page 142.) 

“ We believe it to be essential that the ministry of the United 
Church of Lanka be such that every minister is fully accredited 
in the eyes of all the members of the United Church, and that all ~ 
ministers are equal and interchangeable by virtue of their com- . 
mon possession of the same inheritance .of Orders',and Com- 
missions. We further believe that the growth into unity can 
only come by the sharing by all in all the heritages of our 
ministries. We have been led to beliéve that this can be done. 
most openly and honestly by the mutual reception of each other's 
Orders and Commissions. 

“ We, therefore, make an appeal to our brethren with whom we 
seek- and desire reunion once again. to consider this.method by 
which our ministries may be united and a United Church of 
Lanka created by God. The actual amendments put forward 
by us are based on this conception of unification. We think it 
right to. state unambiguously the meaning of these particular 
amendments-so that there can be no possibility of a misunder- 
standing of our thought. We request our brethren of the other 
negotiating churches to consider this appeal with all seriousness, 
as we put it forth in the hope that it may lead to the resolution 
of the chief difficulty in the course of these negotiations. May 
God guide us all into the knowledge of His ‘Perfect truth and His 


for us.’ 
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down that “ before giving any such permission, the Bishop shall 
first be satisfied by enquiry that his proposed action will be 
acceptable alike to the clergy and-to- the in the parish-or 
parishes concerned". HOWever: on the occasion of the Enited 

Rally in Hyde Park during the lestival of Britain, when protests 

were made, both the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Bishop 
of London publicly quoted these-resolutions as justification for 

_ the service, but both omitted to mention what was laid down about 
consulting the cle rey and laity. In fact this part of the resolutions 
is honoured by the bishops “ more in the breach than in the. ob- 
servance"’. We may not like the resolutions, but, while we 
cannot repudiate them, we can at least ask that they shall be 
adhered to honestly by bishops as well as by others. 

If, then, these unite d services and the interchange of preac hers 
are to take place, we have the right to demand that they take 
place under the conditions laid down by Convocation and not 
under any others. The bishop must not merely give permission 
on his own responsibility, but must first make careful enquiry 
that it is an occasion allowed by the resolutions, and the clergy 
and laity concerned must be consulted and their agreement 
obtained. I think the bishops would then begin to understand 
that the objections arise not from the convictions of a few only 
of theipelergy, but of many, both clergy and laity. We do 

to be treated fairly, and we e xpect that when bishops give 
ort to the press they should give them the whole of the 
resolutions and not omit essential parts of them. 

In my thirty-odd years as a parish priest I have seen the rising 
tide of disquiet among the laity. “They to be on-friendly 
terms with their ne ighbours and they do not want to be un * 
charitable, but on the other hand they want leadership and they 
want to feel that they are members of a church which has a mind 
Of its own and is prepared to-stand by it. They have not been 
able to feel this, and I believe’ that the time has come for our 
leaders to take a really definite stand, for I have seen with very 
great concern in these last few vears a return to the false idea 
that the way to the unity we are all seeking is to be very “ broad- 
minded *’ and to have Noneonformists. in-en every occasion. 
For the sake of our laity it is time to call a halt to this weak policy 
of patchwork. 


M. W. 


Communications for the Editor and Annual Subscriptions to 
Fatth and Unity, which may commence at any time (minimum 
subscription, post free, four shillings a year), should be sent to the 
Secretary, C.D.C.P., 6 Perth Road, Beckenham, Kent, England. 
Receipts for amounts under ten shillings will be enclosed with the 
‘next issue after the subscription has been-received. 
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